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Abstract 
Objectives: The purpose of this descriptive study was to understand the instructional methods, quality, and 
challenges in online instruction as industrial engineering instructors in Indonesia transitioned from face-to-
face to fully online instruction during the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Methods: Instructors were invited to complete a survey that requested perceptions on methods, perceived 
quality, and challenges regarding course delivery and assessment in their online classrooms. 
Results: Despite the fact that more than half of the participants (59%) had some training, the majority (63%) 
reported that they had no experience in conducting online classrooms. Furthermore, more than 50% of the 
participants described the quality of the course delivery and assessment as the same or inferior to traditional 
classrooms. Most participants reported having an issue with measuring student involvement or gaining class 
interaction. Regarding the course assessment, the vast majority of the participants reported concerns about 
integrity issues associated with assignments and exams. 
Implications for Practice and Conclusion: Since instructors reported intention to continue online 
instruction post-pandemic, industrial engineering programs can begin strengthening the online learning 
infrastructure and providing some training to the instructors to minimize the discrepancies between face-to-
face and online instruction. 
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Introduction 
The novel coronavirus disease (COVID-19) that was initially found in China also spread to Indonesia. The first 
case of COVID-19 in Indonesia was recorded on March 2, 2020 (Gorbiano, 2020). Consequently, some cities 
had to implement social restrictions to curb the spread of the virus (COVID-19 Management Task Force, 
2020). 
To ensure student safety, the Indonesian government required colleges and universities to halt all face-to-face 
learning and transition instruction online (Ministry of Education and Culture, 2020b). This policy has 
affected entire programs on campuses, including industrial engineering (IE). The sudden changes may have 
been disruptive, because Indonesian colleges and universities were typically not designed to carry out online 
programs. The only higher education institution in Indonesia that was established to promote and conduct 
distance learning was The Open University of Indonesia or Universitas Terbuka (Belawati, 2005; Harsasi, 
2015), which was initially established to train schoolteachers to improve teaching quality and fulfill increasing 
teacher demand in Indonesia. 
Some attempts to understand the implementation and challenges in conducting online classrooms during the 
pandemic had been carried out in several higher education institutions. As reported by Roy and Covelli 
(2020), institutions with prior online teaching experience could adjust to the instructional disruption easier 
due to technological and pedagogical infrastructure readiness. However, institutions with less familiarity in 
conducting online classrooms, like most colleges and universities in Indonesia, could face more hurdles. 
Realizing that some gaps existed in understanding the challenges associated with the transition to online 
learning in the IE community during the COVID-19 pandemic, this survey-based study was critical. The 
primary objective was to discover the selected methods, perceived quality, and challenges associated with 
course delivery and assessment. The other objective was to understand the faculty’s attitudes toward and 
experiences in their online classrooms. 
Literature Review 
Industrial Engineering Education in General and IE Education in Indonesia 
Industrial engineering (IE) courses can be distinguished by four groups of subjects: basic science and 
mathematics, general engineering sciences, industrial engineering sciences, and general education (Nguyen & 
Nguyen, 2018). Basic science and math subjects consist of calculus and other natural science related courses. 
Computer programming and engineering drawing are the two examples of the courses that fall into the 
general engineering sciences category. Some IE sciences can include courses related to operations research, 
engineering economics, human factors, and supply chain management (Institute of Industrial & Systems 
Engineers, 2019). Academic writing and English are two of the most common general education subjects 
found in IE programs. 
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Due to the different laboratory work characteristics, IE instructors may encounter fewer challenges than 
instructors in other engineering fields when conducting the online classrooms. Some IE courses that require 
laboratory work are statistics, programming, engineering drawing, ergonomics, and simulations (Adams, 
1984; Ilman, 2020; Kulkarni et al., 2017). Hence, most laboratory work in IE programs could be completed in 
a computer lab. This could lead to a different level of instructional challenges than other programs such as 
electronics engineering programs that require more exposure to instrumentation during laboratory work 
(Siegel, 2002). 
In Indonesia, IE education was first introduced by an Ohio-trained industrial engineer, Dr. Matthias Aroef, in 
the early 1960s (Savitri, 2018). IE has become one of the most popular and competitive engineering programs 
in Indonesia. The high passing grades among several public universities indicated the popularity of IE 
programs in Indonesia (Prodjo, 2020). Furthermore, some students consider IE graduates to have broad 
career options, making this program more favorable among high school graduates. 
Most IE programs are offered in colleges situated in Java Island inhabited by 57% of the Indonesian 
population (Central Bureau of Statistics, 2020). Due to the population density on this island, many post-
secondary institutions were established. Unsurprisingly, almost half (48%) of the Indonesian universities and 
colleges can be found on this island (Ministry of Research, Technology, and Higher Education, 2018). 
Online Classrooms in Indonesia Higher Education 
Fraudulent practices by degree mills could be one reason why only a few institutions offered online programs 
in Indonesia in the past. These practices created skepticism regarding online programs among Indonesian 
academicians and government officials. Consequently, the Indonesian government has been cautious in 
pushing colleges and universities to have online programs (Sulistyo-Basuki, 2007). 
Despite the fact that most colleges and universities in Indonesia currently do not have any online programs, 
some have started adopting blended learning in their classrooms. Through this approach, students can access 
some lectures or course materials asynchronously or synchronously through online media while still attending 
the face-to-face sessions (Surjono et al., 2017). The increased use of blended learning in Indonesia has 
improved the e-learning infrastructure. Some universities in Indonesia started putting investment in 
developing their self-managed learning management system (LMS) or adopting a web-based LMS (Zainuddin 
& Keumala, 2018). 
In addition to the increased use of blended learning, many private and public educational institutions had 
started offering massive online open courses (MOOCs) during the last decade (Ginting et al., 2020). The 
institutions that initiated such programs believed MOOCs could grant society more access to high-quality 
courses for free or at a very affordable fee (Nurhudatiana et al., 2019). However, some MOOC instructors still 
encountered challenges, including low participant engagement and the difficulties in recording and editing 
asynchronous lecture videos (Sari et al., 2020). 
Due to the high dependency of online learning on technology, the uneven quality of the internet across 
Indonesia could create some challenges when conducting online classrooms (Zuhairi et al., 2006). Less dense 
regions in Indonesia, such as Papua and Central Sulawesi, had less telecom infrastructure than other areas 
such as Central Java, East Kalimantan, and North Sumatra (Sujarwoto & Tampubolon, 2016). Variation in 
infrastructure has also been observed in other developing countries, including Nigeria (Eastmond, 2000; 
Olori & Dessy, 2017). Internet access availability notwithstanding, some Indonesian students had low 
purchasing power (Luschei et al., 2008). Consequently, they could not afford good internet access to support 
learning activities. 
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Another challenge faced in the implementation of online classrooms in Indonesia was lower computer literacy 
among instructors. Although most Indonesian instructors were familiar with some word processors and 
presentation programs (Son et al., 2011), only a few could utilize advanced instructional technologies, 
particularly those associated with video recording and editing to support online learning (Watts, 2016).  
Faculty Barriers to Online Classrooms 
The first barrier to online classrooms could come from the faculty’s unique perspective of such teaching 
approaches. Faculty who have only experienced traditional instruction in their education may be more 
hesitant to adopt online learning due to the unfamiliarity of the pedagogical and technological approaches 
associated with online instruction (Bacow et al., 2015; Myers et al., 2004). Some of them also have inaccurate 
assumptions regarding limited in-person experience and skepticism regarding the achievement of learning 
outcomes acquired through distance education (Bunk et al., 2015; Palmer et al., 2014). Some may also fear 
that online instruction could diminish the need for instructors in the future (Bacow et al., 2015). 
Due to the different levels of computer literacy across faculty, inadequate technological skills could present 
additional barriers to online instruction adoption (Niebuhr et al., 2014; O’Doherty et al., 2018). To help with 
those challenges, universities may provide generous technical support to the instructors (Bacow et al., 2015). 
The support could include multiple training sessions as well as one-to-one assistance for faculty members 
designing online courses (Orr et al., 2009). 
Limited online classroom infrastructure could be another barrier to determining the success of such programs 
(Bediang et al., 2013). The main infrastructure required for online instruction includes information 
technology platforms such as learning management systems and cloud computing applications (Dong et al., 
2009). Tools for gaining student involvement, including gamification platforms, could also be another 
important aspect of online classroom infrastructure (Gokbulut, 2020). 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this descriptive study was to collect information on the selected methods, perceived quality, 
and challenges associated with course delivery and assessment among Indonesian instructors at IE programs 
during the emergency transition from face-to-face to online instructions forced by the COVID-19 pandemic. 




An invitation was sent via e-mail to 300 instructors of IE programs at the post-secondary level in Indonesia. The 
candidates were randomly selected from the faculties from 45 Indonesian IE programs with searchable websites. 
The governmental regulations required an undergraduate program to have six or more permanent faculty 
members (Ministry of Research, Technology, and Higher Education, 2015). Hence, we invited at least six 
instructors from each program. Consent was obtained from all participants prior to the participation in the study. 
The protocol was approved by the Research and Community Service Committee of the authors’ institution. 
Instrumentation 
A survey was used to collect descriptive data about course delivery and assessment methods during the emergency 
transition period forced by the COVID-19 pandemic between March and July 2020. The survey was conducted 
Ardiyanto et al., 2021  Open    Access 
 
Higher Learning Research Communications  31 
using Bahasa Indonesia, the official language of Indonesia (the English translation of the survey is provided as an 
appendix). Before administering the survey using the Google online survey platform, a pilot study was conducted 
that involved three IE instructors having different institutional affiliations from the study authors. 
Inquiries regarding course assessment were divided into two sections: non-exam and exam-related questions. 
The survey also asked the participants to rate the perceived quality of the conducted online classrooms 
compared to face-to-face instructions performed prior to the pandemic. Also, the survey asked about current 
challenges of the online classrooms. The choices available in the questions were determined based on 
brainstorming sessions with five IE instructors in the first author’s institution. 
The participants were asked to provide their demographic, academic, and institutional backgrounds. Demographic 
inquiries included questions regarding gender and age. The inquiries associated with academic and institutional 
background requested some information on the participants’ highest degree, years of teaching, academic grades, as 
well as locations and accreditation ranks of the participants’ institutions. Several questions (Questions 11–15 in the 
appendix), adapted from Britt (2006), were also asked to understand the experiences related to teaching in online 
classrooms. Inquiries regarding experiences were used to gather information on participants’ prior online teaching 
experience and training regarding online classrooms before the pandemic. We also asked some questions regarding 
their perceived level of difficulty in teaching online and the challenges encountered. 
Data analysis 
The survey results on participants’ demographics, academic and institutional background, as well as the 
experiences and attitude regarding online classrooms, were presented using frequency and percentages. A 
similar approach was also performed for the survey results on methods, perceived quality, and challenges of 
the course delivery and assessments. In each question of the survey, we provided the participants with an 
open-ended choice for accommodating responses outside the available options. In analyzing them, two of the 
study authors would first analyze whether they matched with available choices. If the analysis concluded that 
the responses did not fall to any choices, the authors would list them individually. Data analysis was 
performed using Microsoft Excel. 
Results 
Table 1 provides information on the demographic questions. Out of the total invited candidates, 78 IE 
instructors returned completed surveys for a response rate of 26%. Approximately 41% of the sample was 
female. Mean age of the participants was 43 years (SD = 11). Furthermore, 65% of the participants had a 
master’s degree, and the rest reported having a PhD. More than half of the participants had been teaching for 
less than 15 years. The majority (63%) were professors, with about 28% reporting lecturer status. Most (79%) 
were from IE programs located on the island of Java. More than half of the participants came from 
institutions that the accreditation rank was higher than or equal to B (“Very Good”). 
Table 1: Participant Demographics, Academic, and Institutional Background 
Demographic n (%) 
Gender 
Female 32 (41%) 
Male 45 (58%) 
Unreported 1 (1%) 
Age 
<30 8 (10%) 
Ardiyanto et al., 2021  Open    Access 
 
Higher Learning Research Communications  32 
Demographic n (%) 
31–40 30 (39%) 
41–50 22 (28%) 
51–60 14 (18%) 
>61 4 (5%) 
Degrees 
MS 51 (65%) 
PhD 27 (35%) 
Years of teaching 
< 5 21 (27%) 
6–10 7 (9%) 
11–15 16 (20%) 
16–20 12 (15%) 
21–25 13 (17%) 
> 26 9 (12%) 
Academic Grades 
No grade 6 (8%) 
Lecturers 22 (28%) 
Assistant Professors 31 (40%) 
Associate Professors 16 (20%) 
Professors 2 (3%) 
Unreported 1 (1%) 
Locations of Institutions 
Celebes Island 2 (3%) 
Java Island 62 (79%) 
Madura Island 1 (1%) 
Sumatera Island 11 (14%) 
Unreported 2 (3%) 
Accreditation Ranks of the Participants Institution* 
A or Unggul (Excellent) 32 (41%) 
B or Baik Sekali (Very Good) 39 (50%) 
C or Baik (Good) 6 (8%) 
Unreported 1 (1%) 
*Accreditation rank was determined and granted by the Indonesian 
Board of National Accreditation for Higher Education 
Faculty Experiences and Attitudes Regarding Online Classrooms 
Table 2 contains information on faculty experiences related to the online classroom. About 37% of the 
participants had taught online courses before the COVID-19 pandemic, while 59% reported having experience 
attending online teaching training. Furthermore, 86% felt qualified to conduct online classrooms, and 73% 
planned to continue using it after the pandemic. Regarding the perceived level of difficulties to teach online 
during the pandemic, most participants reported that it was difficult (26%) or neutral (33%). About 73% 
reported difficulty conducting online classrooms due to limited communication with the students. The majority 
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of participants (56%) highlighted inadequate internet access by some students as the other challenge regarding 
managing online classrooms. Moreover, some participants (40%) reported facing challenges associated with 
limited preparation time transitioning from traditional to online classrooms forced by the pandemic. 
Table 2: Faculty Experiences and Attitudes Toward Online Classrooms 
 n (%) 
Conduct online classrooms prior to the COVID-19 pandemic?  
Yes 29 (37%) 
No 49 (63%) 
Trained to carry out online classrooms prior to the COVID-19 pandemic? 
Yes 46 (59%) 
No 32 (41%) 
Feel qualified to conduct online classrooms? 
Yes 67 (86%) 
No 10 (13%) 
Unreported 1 (1%) 
Future plans to continue conducting online classrooms after the COVID-19 pandemic? 
Yes 57 (73%) 
No 20 (26%) 
Unreported 1 (1%) 
Level of difficulty experienced when conducting online classrooms 
1 (Very difficult) 2 (3%) 
2 (Difficult) 20 (26%) 
3 (Neutral) 26 (33%) 
4 (Easy) 23 (29%) 
5 (Very Easy) 7 (9%) 
Types of challenges encountered when conducting online classrooms during the pandemic 
Limited communication with the students 57 (73%) 
Lack of student access to the internet 44 (56%) 
Limited preparation time 31 (40%) 
Inadequacy of home technology 18 (23%) 
Unfamiliarity with the technology 15 (19%) 
Eyestrain from increased use of computer screen 2 (3%) 
Efforts to prepare online teaching materials 1 (1%) 
Course Delivery 
Table 3 contains information related to course delivery. The largest percentage (24%) of instructors used a 
combination of synchronous and asynchronous methods as well as messaging apps, followed by 22% of 
participants who combined synchronous and asynchronous methods without messaging apps for delivering 
the courses. Most participants used conferencing platforms such as Zoom and Google Meet for delivering the 
course synchronously. Meanwhile, asynchronous learning was delivered using either Google Classroom or 
university-managed learning management systems. More than 70% described their perceived quality of the 
course delivery based on the selected methods they chose as either slightly poor or inferior to the face-to-face 
instructions. The highest percentage of the reported challenges was related to the instructor difficulties in 
measuring student involvement in the online classroom setting. Also, most participants (68%) highlighted 
that the classroom became less interactive. 
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Table 3: Faculty Experiences and Attitudes Toward Online Classrooms 
Items n (%) 
Course delivery methods 
Combination of synchronous, asynchronous platforms and messaging apps 19 (24%) 
Combination of synchronous and asynchronous platforms 17 (22%) 
Synchronous single platform 12 (15%) 
Asynchronous single platform 9 (12%) 
Combination between synchronous platforms and messaging apps 6 (8%) 
Synchronous multiple platforms 5 (6%) 
Combination between asynchronous platforms and messaging apps 5 (6%) 
Asynchronous multiple platforms 2 (3%) 
Messaging apps such as WhatsApp 3 (4%) 
Perceived quality of the course delivery process in comparison to traditional (face-to-face) 
classrooms 
Better 4 (5%) 
Slightly better 7 (9%) 
No difference 12 (16%) 
Slightly worse 47 (60%) 
Worse 8 (10%) 
Challenges in the course delivery process 
Difficulties in measuring the students’ involvement during the lectures 55 (71%) 
Lectures became less interactive 53 (68%) 
Lectures became boring due to difficulties in telling jokes during online lessons 40 (51%) 
Instructors found it difficult to provide examples, particularly in mathematics 31 (40%) 
Some concepts became more difficult to demonstrate or explain 27 (35%) 
Some technical errors such as forgetting to unmute the mic were often encountered 25 (32%) 




Individual paper assignments appeared to be the most favorable assessment method (55%). A majority (68%) 
reported using the same assessment methods as in face-to-face instructions. Furthermore, more than half of 
the participants stated that their perceived quality of the course assessment was either slightly lower or much 
poorer than traditional classrooms. A large majority (79%) of participants described that they had hesitancy 
about whether the assignments were written by the students individually. See Table 4 for detailed responses. 
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Table 4: Methods, Perceived Quality, and Challenges of the Non-Exam-Related Course Assessment During 
the COVID-19 Pandemic 
Items n (%) 
Non-exam related course assessment methods  
Individual paper assignment 43 (55%) 
Group paper assignment 36 (46%) 
Group oral presentation 26 (33%) 
Proctored essay quiz 26 (33%) 
Proctored short answer quiz 20 (26%) 
Individual oral presentation 16 (21%) 
Non-proctored essay quiz 16 (21%) 
Proctored multiple-choice quiz 15 (19%) 
Non-proctored short answer quiz 13 (17%) 
Individual non-paper assignment 13 (17%) 
Non-proctored multiple-choice quiz 9 (12%) 
Vlog 3 (4%) 
Discussion forum 2 (3%) 
Used same methods compared to before pandemic?  
Yes 53 (68%) 
No 24 (31%) 
Unreported 1 (1%) 
Perceived quality of the non-exam related course assessment in comparison to traditional 
(face-to-face) classrooms  
Better 3 (4%) 
Slightly better 7 (9%) 
No difference 21 (27%) 
Slightly worse 39 (50%) 
Worse 8 (10%) 
Challenges regarding the non-exam related assessment 
Difficulties in determining whether the submitted assignments were individually 
carried out by the students 
62 (79%) 
Difficulties in determining the individual learning progress 40 (51%) 
Some students needed more time to finish their assignments 17 (22%) 
No drawbacks  6 (8%) 
Exam-Related Assessment 
Table 5 contains information on questions regarding exam-related assessments. Essay tests were the most 
utilized type of assessment. About 47% of the participants reported using either proctored or non-proctored 
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essay tests. The majority (63%) described their perceived quality of the exam as either slightly worse or worse. 
Furthermore, integrity issues were also observed as the main challenge regarding the exam-related 
assessment of the online classrooms. 
Table 5: Methods, Perceived Quality, and Challenges of the Exam-Related Course Assessment During the 
COVID-19 Pandemic 
 n (%) 
Exam-related assessment methods 
Proctored essay test 37 (47%) 
Non-proctored essay tests 27 (35%) 
Individual paper assignments 22 (28%) 
Proctored multiple-choice and essay tests 15 (19%) 
Group paper assignments 13 (17%) 
Synchronous group oral presentation 10 (13%) 
Proctored multiple-choice test 8 (10%) 
Synchronous individual oral presentation 7 (9%) 
Non-proctored multiple-choice and essay tests 2 (3%) 
Same methods compared before the pandemic 
Yes 46 (59%) 
No 32 (41%) 
Perceived quality of the exam-related assessment in comparison to traditional  
(face-to-face) classrooms  
Better 5 (6%) 
Slightly better 4 (5%) 
No difference 20 (26%) 
Slightly worse 36 (46%) 
Worse 13 (17%) 
Challenges regarding the exam-related assessment  
Difficulties in determining whether the submitted assignments were individually carried 
out by the students 
59 (76%) 
Some of the exam methods utilized during face-to-face instructions were not applicable 
for online exams 
50 (64%) 
Exam duration issues, such as some students starting their exams late due to poor 
internet connection 
29 (37%) 
No drawbacks 6 (8%) 
Difficulties in understanding the steps carried out by students in solving some exam 
questions 
1 (1%) 
The results indicate that most participants did not have experience conducting online classrooms, although 
the majority had experience attending online teaching training. A high number of instructors expressed intent 
in continuing teaching online post-pandemic. Some general challenges encountered by faculty regarding 
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online classrooms were associated with the limited communication with the students, followed by inadequate 
internet access experienced by some students and limited time to transition the instructional methods. 
Furthermore, some instructors already used both synchronous and asynchronous delivery methods, although 
they are still facing challenges in measuring student involvement and difficulties in creating more interactive 
classes. Moreover, more than half of the participants reported using the same assessment methods, such as 
essay tests. As indicated in the survey result, the challenges regarding the assessments were associated with 
difficulties in determining whether the students individually carried out the submitted assignments or exams. 
Discussion  
A significant number of participants reported to have received training in using online classrooms, and it was 
revealed that most IE instructors in Indonesia were relatively new to it. This finding is slightly different from 
other countries such as the United States, where most higher institutions have online programs (Allen et al., 
2015). Therefore, challenges revealed by the Indonesian IE instructors were associated with instructors’ lack 
of experience in conducting online classrooms.   
The study revealed the intent of many to continue online teaching after the pandemic. To minimize 
discrepancies in quality between online and face-to-face instruction, some programs in Indonesia need to 
start putting more investment in online classroom infrastructure, including pedagogical and technical support 
(Johnson et al., 2020; Orr et al., 2009; Vlachopoulos, 2020). It is necessary to educate instructors on how to 
make the online class more interactive using tools such as class gamification platforms like Kahoot and Top 
Hat to interactive presentation platforms such as Mentimeter (Gokbulut, 2020). Furthermore, providing 
adequate training and hardware associated with technology to support online teaching could help strengthen 
the online classroom infrastructure. 
The IE instructors reported that inadequate internet access was a significant challenge in conducting online 
classrooms in Indonesia. The inadequate internet access could be attributed to the fact that not every region 
in Indonesia has equal internet connection quality. Slightly different from other countries where most citizens 
inhabit the same land, Indonesians are spread across many islands. Consequently, some infrastructure could 
be well developed only in an island where the density was very high, such as on Java island (Sandee, 2016; 
Sujarwoto & Tampubolon, 2016). Therefore, it would be beneficial if college and university administrators 
could gather information on where the students lived during the crisis to provide an adapted instructional 
approach to compensate for their limited internet connection (Holzweiss et al., 2020). Furthermore, many 
students in Indonesia have low purchasing power that could affect their ability to acquire good internet access 
(Luschei et al., 2008). Due to the shift of learning to fully online during the pandemic, the Ministry of 
Education and Culture provided discounted internet subscriptions for college students nationally, and this 
assistance could be one of the correct countermeasures that should decrease instructional challenges 
(Ministry of Education and Culture, 2020a). 
Integrity was one of the biggest concerns regarding online classroom assessment. The high percentage of 
reported integrity issues could be associated with the type of exam; essay tests were the most favored 
assessment methods. In minimizing such issues, instructors need to consider some other solutions, such as 
using questions with higher-order thinking skills, increasing assessment frequency, and requiring students to 
sign an academic integrity pledge (Nguyen et al., 2020). Another approach, such as project-based assessment, 
could also be implemented as an alternative to exam proctoring, for which not all institutions have adequate 
infrastructure (Halaweh, 2020). 
In addition to the implementation of alternative assessment methods, higher education institutions could 
expand the capability of the existing learning management systems by adding integrity check tools that can 
help instructors identify potential integrity issues (Baker et al., 2008). However, prior to the LMS capability 
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expansion, it is important that universities ensure each instructor has the same computer literacy to minimize 
technology hurdles when working with the LMS (Rahman et al., 2019). 
Limitations of the Study  
Response rate was approximately 30% of the invited candidates, which is relatively low. Moreover, 
participants were identified from programs that provided publicly accessed websites and staff email 
addresses. Consequently, some IE instructors at higher education institutions with inadequate basic IT 
infrastructure might not be identified as potential participants. Also, the majority of participants were faculty 
in institutions located on Java island. As described earlier, Java island had the best telecommunication 
infrastructure among the islands in Indonesia. Therefore, our findings may not be generalized for all IE 
programs across Indonesia. This study also did not investigate the uses of interactive tools for supporting 
online teaching, which affected the discussion to respond to the findings on class interaction challenges. 
Implications for Practice and Conclusion 
The findings of the study revealed high intent in continuing to teach online. Hence, university management 
could start by investing more in strengthening the online learning infrastructure and providing training to the 
instructors. The instructors could be introduced to various assessment methods that can replace traditional 
essay test that seems problematic to be utilized on online classrooms. 
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Appendix  
English Translation of the Survey 
 
1. Did you conduct any online classrooms in Industrial Engineering programs during spring semester 
(2019/2020) as a response to the social distancing requirement due to the COVID-19 pandemic? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
2. What is your gender? 
a. Female 
b. Male 
3. How old are you? 
4. How long have you held a faculty position at any higher education institution? 




6. What is the highest academic grade that you have held? 
a. No grade 
b. Lecturer 
c. Assistant Professor 
d. Associate Professor 
e. Professor 
7. In what city is your institution located? 





e. Very Good 
f. Good 
9. Please write the name of the course(s) in the industrial engineering programs that you taught during 
the COVID-19 pandemic? 
10. Did you conduct an online classroom prior to the COVID-19 pandemic? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
11. Did you have any form of training regarding online classrooms prior to the COVID-19 pandemic? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
12. Do you feel qualified to conduct online classrooms? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
13. How difficult is conducting online classrooms during the COVID-19 pandemic? 
Really difficult 1 
  2 
  3 
  4 
Really easy 5 
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14. What kind of challenges did you encounter when conducting online classrooms during the COVID-19 
pandemic? Please select all that apply 
• Limited communication with students 
• Limited preparation time 
• Inadequate teaching technology 
• Unfamiliarity with the technology 
• Others: … 
15. Do you have any plan to continue teaching online when the COVID-19 pandemic has ended? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
16. What kind of methods did you use in delivering the courses online? Please select all that apply 
• Asynchronously using Coursera 
• Asynchronously using Google Classroom Video Feature 
• Asynchronously using MS Teams 
• Asynchronously using Udemy 
• Asynchronously using Youtube 
• Synchronously using Cisco Webex 
• Synchronously using Google Meet 
• Synchronously using MS Teams 
• Synchronously using Zoom 
• Whatsapp Chat 
• Whatsapp Voice Note 
• Other: … 
17. At what level did the course delivery process using the chosen methods seem effective compared to 
traditional classrooms? 
a. Better 
b. Slightly better 
c. No differences 
d. Slightly worse 
e. Worse 
18. What kind of challenges did you encounter when delivering the courses using the chosen methods? 
Please select all that apply 
• The lectures became more boring due to difficulties in telling jokes during online lessons 
• Lectures became less interactive 
• The instructors found difficulties in providing examples, particularly in mathematics 
• Some concepts became more difficult to demonstrate or deliver 
• Difficulties in understanding students involvement during lectures 
• Some technical errors (such as forgetting to mute or unmute one’s microphone) happened often 
• Instructors encountered issues with their internet connection during the course delivery process 
• Other: … 
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19. What kind of methods did you choose for performing non-exam related assessments to the students? 
Please select all that apply 
• Group paper assignments 
• Group oral presentations 
• Individual non-paper assignment 
• Individual oral presentations 
• Individual paper assignments 
• Proctored essay quizzes 
• Proctored multiple-choice quizzes 
• Proctored short answer quizzes 
• Non-proctored essay quizzes 
• Non-proctored multiple-choice quizzes 
• Non-proctored short answer quizzes 
• Other: … 
20. Did you make use of non-exam related assessment methods when conducting traditional classrooms 
prior to the pandemic? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
21. At what level did the quality of the non-exam related course assessment using the chosen methods 
seem effective compared to traditional classrooms? 
a. Better 
b. Slightly better 
c. No differences 
d. Slightly worse 
e. Worse 
22. What kind of challenges did you experience when performing non-exam related assessments using 
the chosen methods? Please select all that apply 
• It was not easy to ensure that the students did their individual assignment without discussing 
with other their colleagues 
• It was difficult to determine students’ individual learning achievement 
• Students needed more time to submit their assignments 
• No drawbacks 
• Other: … 
23. What kind of methods did you use in performing exam related assessments for the students? Please 
select all that apply 
• Group paper assignments 
• Group oral presentations 
• Individual non-paper assignment 
• Individual oral presentations 
• Individual paper assignments 
• Proctored essay tests 
• Proctored multiple-choice tests 
• Proctored combination between essay and multiple-choice tests 
• Non-proctored essay tests 
• Non-proctored multiple-choice tests 
• Non-proctored short answer tests 
• Take-home essay tests 
• Other: … 
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24. Did you utilize the same exam-related assessment methods when conducting traditional classrooms 
prior to the pandemic? 
a. Yes 
b. No 
25. At what level did the exam-related course assessments seem effective using the chosen methods 
compared to traditional classrooms? 
a. Better 
b. Slightly better 
c. No differences 
d. Slightly worse 
e. Worse 
26. What kind of challenges did you experience when performing non-exam related assessment using 
the chosen methods? Please select all that apply 
• The approach that was regularly used during traditional classrooms was not directly applicable 
to the online classrooms 
• It was not easy to ensure that the students completed their exam without discussing it with each 
other 
• Some students did start their exam on time, while some had issues with their internet connection 
towards the end of the exam 
• No drawbacks 
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